The letter to the editor by Lukas and Hoffman 1 about our recent review of the effects of higher protein versus lower-protein diets provides us with the opportunity to draw attention to our inclusion and exclusion criteria, and in addition, highlight our conclusions that are based on moderate to low-quality evidence.
The letter to the editor by Lukas and Hoffman 1 about our recent review of the effects of higher protein versus lower-protein diets provides us with the opportunity to draw attention to our inclusion and exclusion criteria, and in addition, highlight our conclusions that are based on moderate to low-quality evidence.
In our review, we analysed data from the measurement at the last follow-up time of randomised controlled trials, which met our inclusion criteria. Lukas and Hoffman 1 indicate that they have included two studies in their meta-analysis that we have not included. We did not include the data from the long-term followup studies as reported by Clifton et al. 2 and Brinkworth et al.
3
because the differences in energy from protein between the diets at the long term follow-up was not 5% or greater. This difference was a conservative cutoff as explained in our methods and determined a priori. If no or only very small differences in protein intake are achieved, the impact on outcomes is likely to be also smaller. We did, however, include the data from the short-term follow-up of those studies when they met our criteria.
In addition, because we included data from the last follow-up time of a study, we used a standardised mean difference to account for the differences in follow-up periods across studies. As standardised mean differences should not be calculated across final values and change values in a meta-analysis, we could not pool results from the final and change values. 4 Thus, to explore whether or not results differed depending on which values were used, we performed primary and secondary analyses, and found little difference between these analyses. Thus, both types of analyses were performed.
We excluded studies that included people with chronic conditions such as diabetes. Lukas and Hoffman 1 have hypothesised that obese people will likely have impaired glucose metabolism and have not excluded these people (or people with diabetes) from their review. Without individual patient data from these studies, it could, however, be misleading to perform a subgroup analyses to prove or disprove this hypothesis. Perhaps this hypothesis could be evaluated in future research. Instead, we chose a priori to use data from study participants with no chronic conditions, and we were confident that this data could be directly applied to a general population.
In contrast to Lukas' and Hoffman's 1 suggestion, we would argue that we have drawn conservative conclusions. The effects were small and the evidence for most outcomes was of low to moderate quality according to the GRADE criteria. 5 As indicated in the Summary of Findings Table provided in our review, moderate to low-quality evidence indicates that further research may or will likely change our confidence in the effects and change those effects.
Finally, we thank the authors for their careful review of the supplemental material of the meta-analyses for each of the outcomes. Figure 4 in the systematic review is correct, and the results were still statistically significant in the secondary analyses for highdensity lipoproteins (HDL) and triglycerides. In the supplemental material, the meta-analysis for HDL in the secondary analysis was a duplication of the total cholesterol meta-analysis and we have updated the supplemental material online.
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